In this paper I sketch the institutional interactions between the Board of Agriculture and the Royal Institution in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries. This includes analysing the composition of memberships and committees of both bodies in which, inter alia, I challenge Morris Berman's account of their institutional relations.
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Members," "Ordinary Members," and "Honorary Members," as well as three officers. At its beginning, Sinclair was President and the Board met and had its offices in his King Street house near the Houses of Parliament, an arrangement that annoyed the Secretary, Young, 14 appointed (with an annual salary of £400) on Pitt's proposal. 15 The Ordinary Members were a group of thirty men selected initially in 1793 by Pitt and
Sinclair. 18 The Board met frequently from the late autumn to early summer, and the five 6 worst attendees each year would usually step down and be replaced. Additionally, there existed a smaller General Committee that took executive action subject to the approval of the acres at Euston, Suffolk), and four other earls. Furthermore, thirteen Ordinary Members were sitting MPs and a further five had been or would be. Although the majority of Ordinary
Members supported Pitt, nevertheless there were sufficient numbers of prominent Whigs to make it appear that Pitt was using the Board as a place to locate members of the Opposition to make them feel of use during the war.
Honorary Members, who could attend meetings but not vote, were elected by the Board. In the first three years of its existence more than 300 were elected, but in the following ten years, on average, about twenty-five were added annually. There existed a close connection between Honorary and Ordinary Members. 
The Royal Institution
By the end of the decade it seems the Board believed that it needed to go beyond its current activities of publications, premiums etc. What followed appears to have been a half-hearted attempt to exploit emergent contingent opportunities as they arose. Aylesford was the worse with an attendance of seven meetings out of a possible 332 (2.1%)
followed by Pelham (5.2%), Leveson-Gower (7.3%), Egremont (8.1%) and Spencer (13.3%).
Quite why these individuals continued to be elected is not clear, unless it was to provide some sort of aristocratic veneer for, and possibly useful connections to, the Royal Institution.
Such low attendance rates may also contribute to explaining why the number of Managers increased from nine to fifteen after May 1803. and 1811 76 and in any case, as argued above, it was never as influential as he believed.
What seems more plausible is that the Royal Institution's negative response was related to Banks's attempt to dominate it following the resolution of the financial crisis in In addition he referred to weeds in the latter county as well as Cornwall, 91 wheat mildew (a particular problem in 1804), 92 and so on. He concluded the course by referring in various ways "to the infancy of the science," but hoped that his work would "assist the views of the 141 and in a lecture the following year to the Agricultural Society of Albemarle, Virginia, he referred to Davy's discussion on plaster or gypsum as a fertiliser. 142 
